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Preface

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE)
is pleased to pubJish this paper as one of a series of monographs spon-
sored by its Committee on Performance-Based Teacher Education. The ser-
ies is designed to expand the knowledge base about issues, problems,
and prospects regarding performance-based teacher education as identified
inithe gwo papers on the state of the art developed by the Committee it-
self,!s

Whereas these two papers are declarations for which the Committee
accepts full responsibility, publ¥ication of this monograph: (and the
others in the PBTE Series) does not 1mp1y Association or Committee en-
dorsement of the views expressed. It is believed, however, that the

experience and expertise of these individual authors, as reflected in

their writings, are such that their ideas are fruitful additions to the
continuing dialogue concerning performance-based teacher education.

and 1mp1ement1ng performance based teacher educat1on programs, name]y,
the -assessment of teacher .performance. The problem, ‘however, is-not

unique to-PBTE. Al of teacher -education- faces the .problem:of -evaluating:

-program -effectiveness through: the assessment -of the :performanceof grad-
zuates. The des1gn presented 1s a s1gn1f1cant add1t1or to- the Titerature

AACTE -acknowledges ‘with apprec1at1on the role of the National: ‘Cen=
ter for Improvement -of ‘EducationalT Systems (NCIES) of the U.S. ‘0ffice -of

Education: in--the :PBTE Project. 1Its f1nanc1a1 ‘support (provided: through-

the Texas. Education: Agency) as well as its -professional stimulation, :par-
t1cu1ar1y that -of ‘Alden: Schimieder, -are-major contributions. to the ‘Com-

‘mittee”s work. The -‘Association- acknowledges -also- the contribution.-of
‘members of the -Committee who:served -as readers -of this..paper. Special:
recognition: is -due Lor’“nzKennamer Comm1ttee Cha1rman, Dav1d R. Krath-
-wohl; :member -0f the

and: to ‘Shirley Bonnevi e and Jane Reno of the Proaect staff for the1r
contributions to the development -of this :publication.

EDWARD C. -POMEROY. KARL MASSANARI

‘Executive Director, AACTE Associate Director, AACTE

and :Director., PBTE Project

]Stan1ey f]am, Performance<Based Teacher Education: What Ig the
State of the Art? (Washington, D.C.: The American:-:Association -of Col-
leges for Teacher ‘Education, December 19779

2AACTE Committee on Performance=Based: Teacher Education, dchieving

‘the Ebteﬂtiqligf:Eerfbrmance-Based Teacher Education: Recommendations

(Washington, D.C.: The American ‘Association.of Colleges for Teacher Edu~

-cation, February 1974)

ERE}




Introductory Note

Does the PBTE movement have its feet on the ground? If so, it has a
couple of very important Achilles' heels: 1? the problem of measuring
or assessing the performances or competencies and 2) once they can be
measured or assessed, their validation as behaviors that make a differ-
ence in student learning. The PBTE Committee, which sponsors this mono-
graph series, has stressed these problems in the recommendations of Mono~
graph No. 16, which summarized its first three years of work. Often in-
correctly perceived as an advocate of PBTE, the Committee in reality is
concerned that PBTE be properly implemented as one means of teacher edu-
cation. Then let's see what it car contribute. Such an agpropriate
trial cannot come .about unless the two problems mentioned above are much.

closer to solution than at present,

Do these problems mean that we should not try to implement such programs

until then? Not at all. However, the existence of the problems suggests
that making everyone conform to a PBTE mode is unwarranted. But, through
‘carrying:program:-development as far as we -can-and:-doing: the best :possible

jbbfﬁffévéigétibh;%ye=cah€beg§n to- build esearch: into these-programs that
WilT ‘help-us-to -determine what -characteristics-make a..difference.

Therefore, this monograph. is. viewed by the Publications Subcommittee as
one of its.most important. The exploration:-of the :psychometric realities.

of -assessment, which: is_in the .early-part of the-monograph, is -a-problem

that -workers in: the field: intuitively: sense, but I *know=0f .noplace -where-
it ‘has ‘been: 1aid:-out as it is here. :

‘Here are some qubtatﬁth—tgfsuggest;what is in-store £ér*y0uzin~thts%mbaos
graph; '

It seems :probable that there is a negative relationship between: the
social importance of a specific .goal and: the Tength-of time it takes.
the -average ppupil to show appreciable growth-toward: it.

On: the -reliability of measures -of -class. gain: to--assess -a teacher:

the {research) data are sparse but consistent....(and indicate that)
we would -have to- test -each-teacher in-at Teast 20-different -classes.
,ﬁuétQZODtgih;aiminjma]éy;accgﬁtaﬁleﬁﬁéléabjﬂéiyiky,

On observer measures:
it 5§~Cf§136a35igzgSta§1a§h?empi%icgﬂay—thatkﬁééthq¥ items -do :be=
Tong together....because it is quite Tikely that some items. that ap-
pear to belong: together....(conceptually) will -not -hang together em-
—piﬁicaiazgaaaibjs'is,whatthppenéd%to,gszwhen»wé—trigd to-assess.
teaChEP éOﬂtTEQ ]:E.égégzi

Enough- to: intrigue you? There is a 1ot moret

1hg~monographegbntgjns,impoﬁtaht—c@hceptugéspgjht5~@nd;,itom:ihcee—oféghg
very ‘best :researchers iﬁéthe’£491a;;mugh,sageaadVJCQ'for'suCCessfuT,wonk
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A topic of this kind is not easy to develop without assuming some -back-

ground on the part of the reader. The authors have assumed as little as
possible., We have tested their monograph for readability and find that

students with one course in tests and measurements have not had troubie

in comprehending it.

]
1
|
|
in assessing and validating teacher behaviors.
|
|
]

For all these reasons and more, we commend it to your attention.

DAVID R. KRATHWOHL, Member of the
PBTE Committee and Chairman of its
Task Force on Publications
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introduction

If there is a single word that describes the role of assessment in
a performance-based teacher education (PBTE) program, the word is crucial.
The very name implies that the decision base in such a program is perfor-
mance, that is, demonstrated competence. Decisions about the routing and
progress of a student through a PBTE program and out of it into the public
schools are, then, by definition based on assessments of teacher perfor-
mance,

This fact is generally accepted; in two seminal publications of the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education's PBTE Committee
(Elam, 1971, pp. 6-7; The AACTE Committee, 1974, pp. 7, 30), the cruci-
ality of the role of teacher performance assessment is emphasized as part of
the definition -of performance-based instruction itself.

In the development of most of the PBTE -programs in current -operation,
much more attention has been paid to such problems as those of developing
‘modules. and: reorganizing. instruction than to the-development of adequate
assessment procedures. The probable consequences -of this neglect are also-
cited by the -Committee {op. eit.; pp. 40=41); a -particularly forceful state-
‘ment -by-Krathwohl says that: ’

_ One -can:predict that performance-based teacher -education
(PBTE) is -certain to fail to-reach its ultimate objective if
it -continues--on: its present -course. This failure wild be

- caused:-by the almost -complete Tack -of attention-given: to the
assessment -of teaching: competencies, a-core -concept of PBTE.
(Merwin; 1973, -p. v

_ We 'suspect -that this. neglect -of the.assessment problems: is not -en-
tirely the result of -conflicting:-demands -on-program developers® time. -Our
contacts with- these -harried individuals reveal that they -have a strong: re-
luctance to-tackle these pproblems -because -of feelings cf inadequacy arising:
“rom-the Tack of knowledge of adequate-approaches to- solutions. It -will: be
the purpose -of this monograph: to-make scme suggestions -designed ito- allay
these feel:ings. Little enough: i's known- about the assessment of teacher
-competence to <indicate that -even the modest :proposals we' feel -qualified to
‘make ‘may: ‘be -useful -to- -program developerc.

We Wil begin by presenting a :paradigm or cognitive -map-:of the area
and: by attempting to-make the task more-manageable by breaking: it -down
intc smaller subtasks. ‘Specifically, we shall deal separately wi
three ;principal areas developing: techniques for assessing teacher
performance;, (2) specifying the competencies to-be assessed in measurable
terms, and «(3) validating- the program by validating the -competencies it
-develops. in: its graduates. '

Each-of these tasks s too -complex; too difficult, to be treated
adequately- in the space available. WNor, for that matter, 1is -enough known
-about any one-of the topics to- justify an attempt at definitive treatment.
A1F: that we can-possibly--claim is that -we--have tried: to -shed: some J15ght on




each by drawing on our own experience as researchers in teacher behavior.

A Simple Paradigm

It will be convenient to distinguish four different levels in the
teacher's professional development at which the teacher may be assessed,
as shown in Figure 1.

H

l

i

§

Level I [Level 11 Level 111 1 [ Level IV

Training 4 Teacher ! Pupil Learning > Pupil
Experiences | Performance Experiences Outcomes

e e = — N o

e — R

Figure 1. Assessment Levels in Teacher Education

_ Level: I refers to assessments of the train: —experiences the teach-
‘er :has -had: :Whatfeounsesfpas'hgztaken? 'whgt:moquZESEhésfhefqttémptéd??
Hhich:-ones ‘has :he mastered? Which: ‘has he bypassed--on: the basd's -of -having:
-demonstrated mastery -of its -objectives beforehand?

Level II refers to assessments of the teacher's behavior while -he
is attempting to- fulfii the role -of a: teacher, Hhat kinds -of -questions.
-does -he.-ask jn—inteﬁaciﬁonawjihﬁpupjis?':HQw:dges:ﬁe—oéganézefhts cass

for instruction? How-does he determine the objectives. of instruction?

Level: TH refers to assessment -of the behaviors of puptls under the
guidance -of ‘the teacher being: assessed--assessments -of the experiences-
ihgyzhave:whichvwe:gﬂi%kn@w?ﬁust form -the basis for any learning that
takes -place. :what?kinds»gf’tQSkSEQO:{hequpjéizpepfgrm, in or out -of
-¢lass? HDWsmuch—iﬁméedbgfhey:spendéinwgctjye;paiiﬁcﬁpgiﬁoh in:-class dis-
zcussﬁons?':Howaoﬁtenvdpes,eaéhschiﬂﬁvnecejye*téiﬁﬁbt@émént,ahdifcrrwhat?

‘Level IV

refers to assessments -of the outcomes of instruction==of
those changes in behavior that it is the .purpose of education to. bring
about. How well does the :pupil read? What are his attitudes toward in-
dependent Tearning in-adult ife? What kind: of a citizen does he ‘become?

Each-of these four assessment Tevels is represented in: the diagram
by a -rectangle and the rectangles are joined by arrows -representing: ¥ines
of influence or -of cause-and-effect. Thus outcomes ‘(Level IV re seen
as influenced by, 4n—p§kt:thgzﬁesuiifpﬁ,:puﬁia—behéVﬁ@r (Level LID), -of
Tearning experiences. the -pupid: shas while in school: these -experiences in
turn-are seen-as at least partly determined: by what -his teacher does
(Level IL); and., finaldy, the way the teacher behaves--"teaches®--is af-
iected:byftheaéxpérfencés:he%hgs,hgdiduring training (Level 1).. A1l of
these things ateg:of—counse,'stncngay—inﬁJanced*byicther factors not

2=




shown in the figure, e.g., community, school, pupil, and teacher charac-
teristics.

The whole enterprise of teacher education is, of course, based on
the assumption that, despite these extranzous factors, thz influences
that are assessed at each stage are potent enough to have an appreciable
effect not only on the level immediately following but on all subsequent
levels. The concept of teacher effectivemess, in particular, is based
-on the notion that pupil learning outcomes (Level IV) are affected by
teacher behavior (Level II). And the justification for the very existence
of teacher education is the presumption that what happens to a teacher in
training (Level 1) can somehow increase his effectiveness, that is, affect
pupil learning outcomes (Level IV).

Implications of the -Paradigm

The very existence of intermediate Levels Il and III suggests that
the effects of training on teacher effectiveness are subject to attenua-
tion and are, therefore, difficult to establish, Any impact on pupil
Tearning (Level IV):-of teacher behavior {(Level 113
pupid behaviors (Level TI Two: teachers -who-‘behave identically wiid
-achieve the same outcomes -only if their :pupils also behave in: the same way.
1f -we -attempt to relate teacher ‘behavior te-:pupil- Tearning::without -paying:
'some ‘heed :to-:what the .pupids are-do:ing;. we should: -not be surprised: to find
that the -correlations tend to be Tow.

Inthe same way, -the relationship -between- teacher -education {(Level T).
il's .do:

) depends -on- what teachers. and :pup

We must train- teachers to:'behave in -such:-a fashion
‘behave in- such-a fashion that the -pupii:s wilsi dearn

-and: effective instruction: (Level 1
in-Levels LI and 1
that their pupids w
-more’t

The Concept of PBTE

e now. see ‘that the -essential innovation <involved in-performance=
‘based teacher education is a simple one: -when:program-decisions..are based
-on- assessments, ‘they--should::be made -at some 7evel ‘higher than-Ltevel L. In:
‘the -past, -decisions about when-a teacher -education: student is -ready to
graduate or to- be certified, promoted, to receive -merit -pay, or the Iike,
‘have been- based: mainly on Level I .assessments: -on-what -courses the :teacher

‘has- -had;, what degrees -or -other evidence of training-he can :present, or {on:

the assumption that :experience is the :best teacher -of teachers) -on:-how-much

experience he -has -had. The PBTE motdion- is that such -decisions -must -be
‘based-on demonstrated competence rather than on:-evidence of training:-or -ex-
perience 'supposedly- related: to--competence. The problem is: ‘how and at
what Tevel should -competency :be -assessed? -One -controversial issue is
whether competence :can:be assessed at Level’ II or whether it must be as-
sessed .at Level IV, It is to ‘this question that we shall -next address our-
selves, Let us first discuss the feasibifity of ‘tevel IV assessment.

Assessing Teacher -Competence in Terms -of ‘Pupid -Outcomes (Level V2

It seems -to-us that -much -of the enthusiasm for :PBTE :-manifested in:the
past is -based -on the impression that Level IV assessment wild be used.

23‘:

must ‘be -achieved through




Claims that a PBTE program would graduate only teachers who have actually
demonstrated their competence to teach have heen taken as meaning that
only teachers of proven effectiveness w'~ “ned out in PBTE prograis.

This concept has a very attractive sound to the school administrator,
the state certification officer, the legislater, the taxpayer. The factory
that manufactures television sets releases only functioning sets; quality
control insures this. Why should the college of education not do the same?

In a period oT time when accountability has become a catchword, such
a proposition seems particularly reasonable. Why should we who train teach-
ers not require each and every candidate for certification to demonstrate

that he can teach something to real pupils and have them learn it?

It is our contention that, attractive though- it may sound, assess-
ment at Level IV in teacher education is not a viable strategy. To sup-
port this claim, it is only necessary to ascertain the degree to which
Level IV measures are likely to possess the three essential characteris-
tics of a useful test or other measuring device: validity, reliability,
and practicality. Let us examine -each.of these terms as they- apply: to
Level IV assessments as the ‘basis for decisions in:pe rformance-based: teach-

-er -education: and: -certification,

) éUg:sh@iif@ggiﬁabyzdﬁscussingfihézvgﬂédﬁxquf25uchimeasuﬁé350f teach-
er-effectiveness.

Yalidity of Level IV Measures

Before we go any further, Tet .us make clear what we mean by a:Level
TV--measure which:we -shi "113§zm935une*gf:tedéhgr:ggﬁeétipeﬁgsg; Such:
a measure is based -on::pupil gains on a test .or-other measure of the -out-
comes_of instruction. Typically, a -group- of -pupil s-:pretested, taught
by the teacher for a:prescribe eriod-of time, and::posttested. The mean:

in, usually adjustec istically to-eliminate such. influences. as pre-
sure -of outcomes. and;, in: this. case,
Teacher -effectiveness must :be-mea-

v
ess -of the teacher,
sured in: terms -of effects -on pupils.

ihgavqiadéiy:of—sofdicect a-measure-of a: teacher's ability to. get

pupids to- Tearn seems self-evident and: it -may :be- for the lamited type of

learning usually assessed in this manner, but not necessarily for any:
Other type. Most serious attempts to use Level 1V assessments--or "teach-
1'"9"»*?StS""asﬁlevicesfcrmefs\suringtefs\chers‘gc Flanders, 1974; Pop-
:ham, n, dw.; iS]ﬂQ»have'for:Obvéousapeqsons;usg;éng atively: short periods
of instruction--a few hours-or a few days at the most. This -obviously
Timits them to measurements of the kinds of effects .on pupils that -can:
‘be -detected: in: a relatively short time.

He know-of no systematic research into the length of time it takes

to produce measurable-gains toward various types of -objectives of in-
struction. Such: research- is badly -needed: In- any--case; it seems Jikely.
that much less time ts*heeded%igrteachrsomg—iaéts; especialidy if they

:nged%tqzbe—ngtained%only:]ongaennghvtcapaésrg-unji test,. than to help:




appreciate I
‘We sha:

ness- is-:by -no-means. -

pupil gains as-a ba
For -one, test val:

of the :pupil on the test
-of -his :performance -on -a

pupils become self-directed learners, to serve, or to become responsible
citizens. It also seems probable that there is a negative relationship
between the social importance of a specific goal and the length of time
it takes the average pupil to show appreciable growth toward it.

This means that "teaching tests" of this type can validly measure
how effective a teacher is in achieving only short-term goals, which are
almost certainly the least important goals of education. The adoption of
this type of measure of teacher competence would systematically select
as "best" those teachers who are good at teaching facts to pupils, facts
the pupils may well forget as soon as they have passed the unit test;
while the teacher who sacrifices this kind of learning for the sake of
achieving more important "higher level" outcomes might tend to be elim-
inated or at least scored as less effective. If such an approach could
and did work, its effects on public education could be disastrous.

Little is known about the structure of teacher effectiveness; it

may be that the teacher who is most effective in teaching pupils facts

is also most effective in teaching them to analyze and synthesize, to
fiterature, -etc.; but this suppcsition is at best -doubtful.
all: ater -cite some -evidence that it ismnot so, For the present,
Tet us -conclude that the wvalidity :of “teacher tests" -of ability to
achieve short-term -outcomes as -predictors of -overald teacher effective-
~evident.. vel 1V:-measures are to-:be -used,
-measures. -of - 2 -outcomes. -and -on--a -period

they: -should: ‘be :based::

of teaching long:-enough: to--detect .progress toward: 1ong=term-goals--a
minimum -of a semester-or two=-before we-may assume them: to:be valid.

‘Short-term teacher ieSts—Segm:iakgiy—{Qf@easune’sdmejhingfmbte

Jé*ézcoachjngaerEqumming;skééyzthan—iéacheraeéfeciiméngss-@s—ﬁsuaJ%y

concedived, In- any -case, their validity as.:predictors -of -over ec-

tiveness must ‘be -empirically demonstrated: before ‘their use is justified.

when: standardized achievement tests .are -used: to-:measure Tong=term

is for teacher -evaluation, additional’ -problems emerge.
idity s threatened::by- the well-known ‘tendency- to- "teach

to- the test", that is, to-emphasize the specifics-measured by the test.

idity-of such a test is based on-the .assumption that the

items -on-the test sample a Targe domain--of items, so--that the performance

1is -obtained score) is an unbiased estimator

, on @l items. in the -domadin (his true score). <When a

teacher teaches to the test, this assumption- ntenable and the validity

of ‘the test is destroyed and: with. it the validiity -of the measure of teach-
er effectiveness. based: on: it.

A recent #Ilustration -of the power -of this effect is provided by an
OEO- study -of -performance -contracting: in--which what looked: 1ike -evidence

of success vanished when control was exercised to--eliminate “teaching for
the test." {Page, 1972; 1973). ”

Unless. such controls are used, evaluation -of teachers -based -on mean

gains of pup® s is Aikely to identify as most competent a type -of teacher

nobody wants.
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‘measurement in: this instance arises from:d

or subject a teacher is ‘to teach;. but
‘er to pupils .at a certain: level: -of 1Q; :of .a--certain- sex -or -race, 1evel -of

of the mean of 3-measures per teacher, the computed median (.52) was re=
‘duced:-by. the Spearman=Brown- formula to.-estimate the reldabidity of a single

The suggestion has been advanced that instead of using mean gains
on achievement tests we use the number of pupils in a class who achieve
mastery of the tested material at some specified minimum level of achieve-
ment, but this presents problems as well. Small (1972) has documented
from the history of accountability in England a century ago the fact that
when teachers are evaluated on this basis, they tend to focus, their ef-
forts on pupils at or near the specified level to the detriment of pupils
at either higher or lower levels. Once again we run trs risk of reward=
ing the wrong kind of teaching.

The -general problem is that attempts to evaluate teachers on the
basis of pupiis' test performance tend to focus the teaching too narrowly
on the specifics measured by the test.

Re]iabi]ity of Leye] IV Measures

Before commenting on this topic, let us agree on what the term re-
liability means. By a reliable measure we mean one that yields an -obtained
score quite close to the true score of the person measured. In the case of
-a-evel IV--measure, -the - rue -score of -a teacher -would:‘be the .adjusted:-mean

-gadin: score -of -ald pupils in:-some' population:of ;pupids alid:-of -whom -had: ‘been
taught by the teacher ‘being assessed: for the :prescribed- Tength -of time under
the prescribed conditions, etc. Clearly, the principal score of -error of
lifferences among:;pupils. -A teach=
ith -ease-might ‘have -difficulity:

d; particularly if the two -chiddren

-er ‘who--can: teach: something: ‘to--one -ch

teaching the same thing: to-another ch:

differed in ability, interest, sex, race, or socioeconomic status. At

present we tend to train. teachers - teach--anybody. ‘We-may 1imit the -grade

t we-do not, as a rule, restrict a- teach-

interest, etc. The population-of :pupils on-which the "true" score under

discussion: is based -must, then, :be regarded: as -quite ‘heterogeneous in: these:

respects.

Suppose; now, that each teacher to-be assessed is required to teach

-a:-certadin -unit to--one -class -of ppupils and: that -his effectiveness with that
class ‘has -been--.ascertained: :How: rel:ia 1 'SCO
of stability could be -estimated :by ‘having-eachof the teachers teach not

dable is -such- a- score? Its-measure

just one :but two- classes regarded as -randomly -drawn: from: the total -popu-

Tation: of -pupids and goﬁceiitﬁﬁgzthefin—sctSaoffmean;ggih—SCQnes,

‘Fortunately, some data reporting just such stability coefficients

exist. -Rosenshine (1970) has reviewed: five published reports of such

studigS—,ghd£ngﬂman—and,Béqphyf£331433tepont—some,newédéiga T-he- median:
relsabidity coefficient in: the studies reviewed by Rosenshine is ..32;

ihe~méd§aﬁ—cdeéﬁagjeﬁt,cepontéd%by:vgiﬂman:and*Bﬁbphy*is 7%

*The -value -of .32 is a crude median of 13 coefficients reported in

Rosenshine*s Table 1. _The value -of ,27 is the crude median of 30 -coeffi-

cients in Veldman and ‘Brophy“s Table 5; because these are reldabilities
52 was re=

measure. :Moﬁéztéfihedéméthods,yieﬂﬂedavetyfsﬁmjaareéstjmates,
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These data are sparse, but surprisingly consistent and imply that
if we use the mean gains of one class of pupils taught by a teacher as
a measure of teacher effectiveness, our "teaching test" may be expected
to have a reliability coefficient of about .3. This means that more than
90 per cent of the variance in such scores must be attributed to unknown
influences--to chance. The competence of the teacher assessed accounts
for less than one-tenth of the variance. MNot a very good basis for pro-
gram decisions!

Most textbooks in tests and measurements recommend that the mini-
mum reliability for a test to be used to measure individuals should be
.90 or .95. To achieve this standard, we would -have to test each teach-
er in at least 20 different classes in order to obtain a measure of
minimally acceptable reliability (.90) with a teaching test--a procedure
which is out of the question.

Quite aside from the question of their validity, Level IV measures
of teacher effectiveness are of doubtful value, then, because of their
extremely low reliabilsty.

Practicality of Level IV Assessments

The practicality of a--measuring:-device ‘has -to--do -with. such-matters.

as-how. much- it costs; -how Tong. it takes to administer and score it; what
».-and: the like; .and the

its -use requires. in- terms -of :materials, ;personnel:

availabilEity -of alternate forms.

The ideal measure -of teacher competence for use in- a performance-

based teacher education-.program should: be usable -not -only- in the terminal
or summative -évaluation--of a teacher, :but -also- in- the formative stages to-
provide a basis for routing the student through:the mprogram. In-a -modu=

Tar .program in--particular;. there is need: for instruments.-designed: to mea~

sure the .competence -each-module is intended: to:-develop, instruments which:

can:-‘be used: as pretests to-determine whether the teacher should-enter or

bypass -any-given ‘module and: also- as -posttests tu. ascertain whether he has

achieved the-goal -of a:module before -he :passes on to-another.

It should be -clear that a:Level 1V :measure -of teacher -effectiveness,.

-one based:-on -pup:il: -outcomes, is not a very practical device for -such: pur-
poses for at least two reasons. One is that, by its nature, such a test
-does- not focus -on:-a- single competence==the compiexity -of the teaching act

means that a mnumber of -competencies are involved in teaching: the simplest

-concept, -even -to- the smallest -group -of ppupils. If it were .possible to-

simplify the teacher's task to such a degree that one -competency alone
were -used., ‘the situation would- be so artificial that the intrinsic vaiid=
ity of a Level IV measure would be Tost.

The other factor Timiting the -practicaliity: -of Level 1V measures is

that they are far too cumbersome to-use. :Even in its simplest form, this
type of “teaching test" takes a number -of ‘hours to-administer and -requires
the time not -only of the student -but also -of se ral -pupils, who must be
‘on cald and available whenever a student -reaches that point :in his..own

individual progress at which he needs them. fNotmaiéjg,ethe'same:Chjéﬂtenz

7=




-manipulate :pupid:

may not be used more than once in the same test so that a truly gigantic
pool of pupils must be available. There is no need to elaborate further:;
the impracticality of such an approach should be obvious.

If the teaching performance test we ‘have been discussing has any
use at all, it may be of use at the end of the individual's training.
After a student has completed a program and may, therefore, be presumed
to have acquired -all of the competencies needed to be certified, such a
test might be administered to find out whether he is able to put them all
together--to deploy what he has learned effectively in dealing with a teach-
ing problem. But except for this specific purpose, we suggest that any-
thing defensible as a Level 1V measure is not practicable enough to be use-
ful; even in this une application, the validity and reliability problenis
are such as to make its utility very doubtful.

The Morality of Level IV Assessments

Quite aside from the pragmatic questions discussed above, we have
some philosophical reservations about Level IV assessments. Use of such

devices -effeztively makes the-.advancement of :one :human: :being=-the teacher

--dependent -on: the behavior of .another -human -being--the -pupil.. The
teacher"s. future depends -on_events which are not, and: should not :be:, en=
tirely -under ‘his control, The teacher's self-interest requires him: to-

s- so- that they will: behave in.ways that widd result in-a
favorable -evaluation: of the teacher. The resultant :pressures -on the :pupils.
are all the :more repugnant {in-that the :pupilis may-be -unaware -of them, and

constitute no- Tess -of a threat to their human rights. The pupil has the

ultimate right -not to- learn==not to-:behave in- the fashion: prescribed: for

him by the teacher -or school. -And: in-order to be -evalua*ed as competent,

the teacher is virtually forced: to -violate this right.

Assessing: Teacher :Competence :Based: -on-:Pupid -Behavior (Level 111

Even -though the relations -between: teacher behavior -and pupil be=

‘havior (Level: TI19): are Tdkely to--be higher than those between teacher :be-

havior and :pupid outcomes, it seems to- us. that .pupil: :behavior should: also:
be-dismissed: from consideration:-as- a-basis for evaluating: teaching.

Assessment at :Level TII involves the same -problem -of -morality as

assessment -at Level TV, as well as others. It seems to.us that the ulti-=
‘mate responsibilkity of the teacher s to--provide pupils with the oppor=

tunity to Tearn, not to "make" them Tearn. The :competent teacher would

‘be the-one who: could-maximize the -opportunity afforded: -each:.pupil under
his-care to- Tearn--what he needed: to learn=-the -one -who: -could diag-
nose -pupils* needs and -capabilities, (2) .prescribe appropriate learning
activities, that is, ‘those most I
pupidy, and (3) work with the pupil in such- a way that -he -woul ‘be -mc

dkely to result 4in Jlearning for -each

Likely to--experience those activities. But these three activities are
teacher behaviors and: a--part -of Level TI. Because Level TII shares so
many.-of the .problems which Level 1V has, it seems to-us that neither of

them is an appropriate level for assessment.




In summary, pupil outcomes are not a satisfactory basis for evalu-
ating teaching. Although the use of relatively short time periods for
evaluating teaching has been advocated, this procedure is of questionable
value because the results of short teaching periods are not known to re-
late to those of longer periods and the material taught in a brief time
is likely to be simple and factual rather than more complex or abstract.
We do not know that teaching facts and more complex material require the
same skills and there is some evidence that they do not. The results of
short-term teaching units, therefore, risk being irrelevant. or even mis-
Teading.

Nor does the use of year-long time periods solve this problem. The
evidence determined by correlating the gains made by two classes taught
by each of a series of teachers indicates that the data frem about 20
classes of pupils would be required to reach the minimum standards of re-
Tiability -usually required for making decisions about individuals.

Finally there are the problems of preventing the teacher who is to
be evaluated from teaching the test and of the likelihood that the teach-
er -will: concentrate ‘her efforts -on: teaching: pupils near the criterion,
if the number -of -pupils meeting. some -minimum standard: is the -measure -of
teacher competence. Either result would: be oo -narrowly: focused.

AN in all, evaluating teaching: by testing :pupils seems unsatisfac-

tory, or -even:-damaging., -and: it is ‘hard to- see :how-modification could .make
it functional:. -

Assessing. Teacher -Competence Based: -on: Performance: (Level L)

Since-Level IT assessment; assessment :based:-on-measures of teacher
performance, -seems -at :present to::be the -only wviable :course -open- to- us,
we shall proceed on: the assumption: that :Level I assessments wilil: ‘be- the
principal -basis for decision-making. within-a ‘PBTE program. As we shall
see;, there i's reason: to ‘believe that such-measures.-can:be practical, re-
lHable, and-objective -enough to-meet the assessment -needs of such: a .pro=
gram. Their adoption-does, ‘however, Jleave us with-a clear responsibislity-

for -establidshing: the validity-of the -measures.

ngevéhacaCteristicsfof:AdéquatefEenformange*Measuné;

There are three distinct steps involved in -obtaining an-accurate
measure -of teacher performance: () A sample -of the relevant :behavior
must ‘be -obtained; (2) a scorabie record: of the :behavior must .be mades
and: (3) the -record:must ‘be quantified: or scored.

In-order to -obtain a relevant behavior sample, we must put the teach-
er in a situation: in-which he -has .an -opportunity to-use the competency.
in:question. Perhaps the best strategy is to-put -him in something very
like the "teaching test" situation: described under Level IV assessment,
that is, give :him a teaching task to.-perform, -or .a teaching problem to
solve, which--clearly requires the use -of the -competency to--be assessed.

=-9=




Since the assessment is to be based, not on pupil outcomes but on
whether the candidate follows the best known practice--uses the strategy
our best knowledge identifies as optimal--there is consideranly more lati-
tude permissible in setting up the test situation than would be permissi-
ble if we were attempting Level IV assessment. Role-playing, micro-teach-
ing, and other forms of simulation may sometimes be appropriately em-
ployed.

The problem of obtaining an accurate scorable record of the perfor-

mance may be attacked with the aid of the extensive experience gained in

research (done mostly during the last two decades) using recently developed
techniques for coding classroom behavior on the basis of direct observa-
tion. (Cf., for example: Medley and Mitzel, 1963; Simon and Boyer, 1967,
1970; Boyer, Simon, and Karafin, 1973.) While it is not likely that these
techniques can be adapted to measure all of the  competencies we need to
assess, the methods used can be adapted to the construction of instruments
that will,

Seorability of the behavior records depends to a great extent on the

amount of inferential judgment required:of the -observer in-making the :re-
cord. The typic

rating, which is used: in- too-many PBTE -programs. today,.
the sense -we-mean: because it does not yield a behav:ior

is ‘not scorable i

record: at all. Ratings record: judgments -or evaluations for which the re=

ievantzbehéng?:hés;oﬁiyfbééﬁatégiétgced&mgntai% . Thus,. the rater -ob=
serves, ‘remembers. occurrences which seem elevant to-:him, -combines. them:

in: some unspecified: way to- form a -compo e-:picture, -and: forms an -evalu-

ation tased:-on his -own: conception of good: teaching or whatever measure i

being. raved. ‘However, only the evaluation is recorded;, nct the :behavior.

The idiosyncrasies, the subjectivity, the :biases, and: the errors of Jjudg=

ment -of the raters are interposed between the ‘behaviors to:be assessed
-and- the evaluation which. is recorded, '

The- crucial: and: difficueit task too -often--neglected: is that of spe-
eifying the competency in question in behavioral terms=-=in:-terms -of what
‘the ‘teacher does and: ‘how--of:ten: (with- the necessary contingencies also:
specified) ather than in terms -of how "well¥ -he :performs -or -how: “appro-

priate” his behavior is. We shall -have more to say Tater about how to

go- about the specification task. ‘Once it 4's- completed;, the development

-of the procedure for-observing:.and recording a--sample-of :behavior is
greatly facilitated, (The -reader i

s referred to the discussion of -cate-

gory-and- sign- systems in Medley and: Mitzel., op. ett., pp. 298-305,)

Seoring the behavior record 'should: :be a mechanical procedure,. that
is, it should be possible 't0- -have the scoring--done routinely by a clerk

-or a -computer. Use shgu]@*beﬁmadezof—matk;sénSJhga&eCOndinQ%fbcms»Of:Gf

the devices now available which make it :possible for the recorder to: re-
cond>dinec113:on:magnetﬁc tape.

We -have tacﬁiiywasSumédiin»the—disgussionzaboye—thgtethe,cdmpetengy'

to-be assessed is a skidd -manifest in:-classroom: interaction -because such

competencies. seem to- give the most trouble. The same requirements apply
to assessments of other .competencies, of -course, but tend to be easier to
fulfidd.,

,-]fOE-




Establishing Validity of Level II Measures

As we have pointed out, the teacher education enterprise must ulti-
mately be defended on the grounds that it somehow results in more pupil
learning in the schools. We must validate teacher education by showing
that the Tines of influence in Figure 1 exist, that is, that teachers’
%ﬁaining—ixperiences (Level I) may be expected to affect pupil outcomes

Level 1V).

Figure 2 provides a basis for discussing strategies for establish-
ing the existence of these lines of influence. The strategies proposed
are represented by the dotted arrows in the figure. Let us first define
them from the standpoint -of the research worker.

Research attempting to establish empirically the existence of re-
lationships between teacher behavior (Level II) and pupil outcomes (Level
IV) may be called research in teacher effectiveness. Research attempting
to relate pupil behaviors in school, or Tearning experiences (Level I1I1),
to outcomes (Level IV), may be called research in classroom learning. Re-
search attempting: to- relate teachers' training:-experiences (Level 19 to.
their -teaching: ‘behavior iteyeii{%%amgyfbe=teféﬁted'to:@s:tréinihg research,

These three types -of research-may- al -be--defended: as viable and: use-
ful strategies. ‘A fourth type which has :been-proposed: in: the ppast would:
attempt to:relate training -experiences. {(Level 1o ‘to-pupil: -outcomes -(Level:
W), -and-may- be -called: research in teacher-education--perhaps. Fhis stra-
ie@yzhasfbeéh>QQVOCQtédfas:azméaﬁS*Ofgpcogcam~vai§d§tﬁ@ﬁa@hﬂipeﬂhqpsefgﬁ
non-PBTE :programs it is all -we have. ‘But when assessments in- the program:
are -based:-on- teacher :performance (Level 11):, validation of a performance-
based program and research in teacher -effectiveness are identical pro=
cessess

_Or, to.put it differently, if a PBTE -program: is defined: in- terms of
Level II .performance competencies -of its -graduates, validation of those
‘competencies. is de facto validation:of the program, Research: in-perfor=
mance-based teacher education: then:becomes a two-step process. Training
research, which relates Level I {training) to Level I {performance), be-
comes the same thing as program evaluation. Program-validation as de-
fined -here -becomes -exportable--and: importable; and:.al: the JTdterature -on

research in teacher effectiveness-=for what it is worth :(see ‘Morsh: and
Wilder, 19545 Rosenshine, 1.971: Rosenshine and’ ‘Furst, 1971, 19733 Dunkin:
-and- Biddle, 19747 -becomes relevant. And: whatever -efforts at program val-
idation-are carried -on- in the local :program augment the knowledge -hith-
erto-developed-only as research: in teacher effectiveness. A false dis-
iﬁnction:disappeak$~and%we%have'in:the—makiﬁg~§éiﬁué—symbiOtﬁt:télﬁtﬁbh,
ship between the researcher and the -program -evaluator. No- Jonger :may: the
researcher Took down -on. the -evaluator nor need the evaluator take -a back
seat at AERA- meetings. -We -can hear the teacher -educator .declare: "We
have met the researcher, and ‘he is wus!"

] Assuming: that the reader who is still with us agrees with: our con=
clusion that ‘Level Il assessment, assessment of teacher performance, is
the -central concern: both: of -evaluation and research in -PBTE, -we now pro=
pose to-discuss the two-:practical mproblems whose solutions are critical

<19=
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to the success of a PBTE program: The problem of speecifying the set of

competencies the acquisition of which is the enabling goal of any given

program and that of validating the program by showinj that the develop-

ment of these competencies will make a teacher more affective in promot-
ing pupil Tearning. The discussion will draw heavily on our own exper-

iences, in the first instance in working with program personnel attempt-
ing to specify a set of competencies and in the second instance in doing
research in teacher effectiveness.

Suggestions for Specifying Competencies in Assessable Terms

Specifying competencies in behavioral, low-inference terms is an
early task and a central one in the development of a PBTE program. Ad-
mittedly, it is a difficult one, but it is necessary if the nature of the
competency is to be identified with such precision that an observer or a
teacher can know whether the competency in question -has been demonstrated.
It is also very useful in helping decide what a curriculum, a course, or
a training module shouid contain,

In our :experience in -helping.:groups with the task .of specifying the
competencies ‘to be developed in--a:-program, -we ‘have -encountered: a ‘major
‘comunication- problem that -has -seemed:quite widespread. -Competency-de=
finers seem to fall into two groups. :One group tends to produce a set -of
competencies that is Jong and: specific; the other tends to produce a set
‘of competencies that i's brief but abstract. Members -of er -group: seem

to- ke -or -even: to--understand what ‘the .other :produces andigﬁgﬁigjihéizgnOupz

approaches. the task of designing-measures -of its own competencies; it runs.
into- problems.

Members.-of the first group: find that they need: something: 15ke 657
‘measures--one for -each--competency--and: face an instrument -construction:
task that is to-all intents and::purposes impossible to accomplish. :Mem-
bers.-of the second:-group- find it -almost impossible to-define ways -of as-
sessing: the competencies that are public -or even relatively objective;
but must fall back -on ‘broad; -general rating scales.

A Hierarchical Organization

One--way to- simplify both the task of specifying competencies -be-
‘havioraldy and that -of developing. measures -of them is to.attempt to ar=
-range :both -general: and- specific descriptions -of :behavior a: common: -hier=
archical structure so that the set of -more closely specified behaviors is
'seen:as part -of -each-broadly -defined: competency. Figure 3 is a simple
-example -of -what -we -mean.

The figure is not -meant to represent criteria -recommended for use;
rather, it is an:-example of ‘how-one might go--about organizing such:cri-
terdia. It was developed at first to help-members of the two-groups get
together to:-verify that we were talking about different Tevels of complex-
ity or abstraction for -what -were really the same -objectives. What the
figure -represents is a way of -organizing competencies that seems o be:
useful. The first row across the top -of the chart would represent the
‘highest Tevel .of abstraction--relatively broad statements about what is

-13-
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important for a teacher to be, do, or accomplish, statements on which -most
people would agree. One example is the statement shown: "The growth of
the child is facilitated by an orderly but an emotionally supportive en-
vironment.,"

Disagreement with that statement as an objective is not Tikely:
Perhaps this reflects the fact that it does not really have enough con-
crete meaning so that you could either agree or disagree with it at this
level of abstraction. You can get agreement on almost anything if you
go- high- enough up the abstraction ladder; if you become sufficiently ab-
stract, you are using words that mean different things to different people
and everyone is agreeing with his own meaning. Just the same, it is use-
ful, almost necessary, to begin with such a common base.,

In the next row of the figure, in which we begin to break the broad
statements. down, we begin to face differences within the group which must
be recognized and dealt with. It is here that differences must be recen-
ciled before the program gets off the -ground.

__Returning to- the example, -we have Fisted: two--clear -aspects.-of the
initial statement -on which we will assume agreement has been reached.

One is- that the order must be -obtained: by-gertle or -noncoercive means ¥

the environment is to remain supportive. The other is that there -must be
@ warm emotional climate. These two statements are Tisted on the seccnd
level: of the -hierarchy,. caiied Broad:-Characteristics. Although-more -con=-
crete than the statement above them, these -behaviors are s mnot -objec-
tively measurable. Observers wild still differ, for instance, ir ‘how

-is “warm," These ‘behaviors are recognized to-bé charicteristics -of
4 not specified in--enough-

detadid to be objectively assessabie.

At the third Tevel, we begin to didentify-what may -be -called: summary

measures of ‘behavior that are recegnized as ccmponents or aspects of the
broader -characteristics. Each-summary-measure is-made -up in- turn .of spe-

cific items -of -behavior and -each: behayior item- is -def-ined:with- the -care

necessary for inclusion: in a manual -of instruction for classroom-cbservers.

Ttems must -be speci ded in enough -detail so that -an observer .can-be trained:
to recognize reliably -each item of behavior that he sees demenstrated dur-
ing a period of observation- and: so that the teacher -himsedf knows whether

he has -exhibited any one of them. This is the fourth level of the ‘hier-

archy, the most specific; it provides the basis for -obtaining a scorable
record: of behavicr.

As an:-example at thismost specific level, the item: "Suggests,

Guides" includes such teacher statements as "“How--about -putting it over

there, Jimmy, -0K?" "I wonder if you would shut the-door for us, Bill."

"8ab, would you mind moving so John can sit down?" These statements are
‘suggestions- for change in -behavior that -have the-.characteristic -of heing

"softened" by a "please" or "OK?", or by being phrased as -questions (Soar,.
Soar and Ragosta, 19713).

Another <tem at the gentlest level of control, “Feedback, Ci‘tes

Reason”, s -coded when the {eacher gives information which implies @ change

L4
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in behavior without directly asking for it. For example, the teacher com-
ment "I'm having trouble hearing" is not a direction, but it does give in-
formation that implies and probably produces a change in pupil behavior.
An instance was observed in a first-grade classroom during the first week
of class. The number one and number two trouble-makers (two ‘boys who
could be so identified in five minutes) were together in the back row of

a small group, jostling, nudging, and pinching. The teacher looked at

one cf them and said, "John, I think there's room for you up here," ges-
tured toward a spot by her feet, and waited. In two or three seconds,
John came to sit by the teacher's feet. The other pupils did not seem to
see it as a put-down; but it did create a big gap between the two trouble-
makers and the problem was solvad.

At an intermediate level of control (not shown in the figure) would
be statements such as: "OK, anyone who wants to go to the bathroom, get
in line," which is not very coercive, but clearly a direction with a rea-
son, Other examples would be "Get out your arithmetic books and open them
0 page 27."; "When you've finished, put your papers on my desk."

At the -coercive -end: -of the scale would: ‘be -a: statement like,. "Jimmy.,.
stop that!" which would: be coded "Orders, Commands," and probably "Sharp.
Tone" as well.

Using. a hierarchy- ke the -one described above 1et-us talk about
$ar¢ipgiﬁﬁ—aSpects;Of,éetathéﬁevggue—COncept like "orderly:-ibut emotionalily:
supportive -environment” in terms of a series of fairly objective statements.
-about teacher :behavior. Because--each- specific behavior is-defined with
sufficient care so-that agreement ‘between:observers can be made acceptably:
%igh;wwéfgan~ée]§§tﬂyaa55essr;hiszgspectzdf;behgvibf,:andagziggcher—gan
ikndwuwhetherfhjsfbehgvjbﬁ;ﬁéets:ihe:éeQuitemeﬁtS—Qf ‘the -competency.

It 15,noi—out;puepOSE’iﬁzinﬁiéatezafsémaﬁtét—éngumgﬁt%OVer;WHether

competencies .are narrow: or ‘broad; -and -we would':propose that varying. de-
grees -of generality are useful for different purposes, but we suggest that
the term competency :be used: at the Tevel of the teacher's abidity to: inte=
grate the specific @ehgyﬁgps:ﬁeCQSSQTYEtinEOdUC@*OﬁéEOx the Broad: Char=
acteristics of the .classroom: The Summary Measures and: Specific Items -of
Behavior would define the competency, .give it behavsioral meaning, and thus
make- it assessable. '

Moving Up and: Down: the Hierarchy.. No- Tess. important is the aid: to-
'CQmmyﬁjcatﬁOﬁ¥pﬁ0V§dédEbyithéfabiaaiyfig—mOVg,upwahdédéwn—ihi$~abs§nac§éoﬁ;
Tadder at widdl, The :person -who; when:.asked to-name a -competency., gives -a
theonetjcaaastqtement:oﬁ—@ﬁbnoéds,mighéinferehCe—Jabéﬁ for a:-classroom be=-
fHQVJQP—C@hébe'ehCOuﬁéged?thmpxefTcwéb in- the -hierarchy -by- being asked:
questions 1ike, "What would: thi's behavior ook Iike if you saw. it -happen?"
’“Whgtewouidia'teacheﬁ%whpzis—dbjngzihis7d0<that:oheewho:iszﬁot;doing,ii
:wbuidanot:d0?3gwhat?kﬁnd?ofibgh@vibtsfw0uid¥dii£eceptﬁ@ie them?" Ques-
. tions such as these -encourage -people to be more explicit about what they
‘mean and-at the same time generate the statements Tower in the hierarchy

needed: to-make objective measurement -possible.

Ehezpensonawho,;whenxgskedzto:defﬁne—aacompetehcy,,makés a state-
ment l:ike, "The teacher should avoid:-direct commands and: orders," can ‘be
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encouraged to move higher in the hierarchy by questions 1ike, "Why would
you care about that?" “Why is that important?” “How does it make a teach-
er more effective?" What typically happens is that the person moves up-

the scale to give a broader conception of how these behaviors relate to
reality and to his scheme of values which puts the competency in larger
perspective, And at the same time he suggests how the items should be
combined into composites or clusters that are internally consistent.

Thus there are two advantages to this sort of hierarchical arrange-
ment: (1) communication is clarified and agreement on the competencies
to be adopted as program goals is facilitated, because the generally valued
broad competency has operational meaning given to it by the items which
it includes. And (2) at the same time, the items for an objective mea-
suring instrument of each broad competency are specified so that the com-
petency can be measured.

Figure 3 illustrates a part of one of many possible hierarchies that
might be developed for assessing teacher performance. Others might relate
to the nature and frequency of cognitive questioning, the manner of struc-
turing: learning activities, the -use -of -experimental techniques--any of the
‘broad-goals for which -modules -and programs might ‘be -developed. But the
important -point is that the behaviors relevant to--whatever ‘broad:-goal or
-concept is'spgcifdédihaye:beens4ﬂeﬁt43§ed1§hd%déﬁined and: the .performance
‘has been-made assessable.

The Empiricali Test: There is.a critical issue which: arises -whenever
we -combine items -on @ prior: -grounds into-clusters intended to represent
broad: -competencies. :How--can we be sure that the specific items -of ‘behav=
ior belong. together in the real world as..well as. in:the world:-of theory?
UsuaTly, the items will ‘have been-selected as developed to-measure -behav-
i@ts:which;atezbgﬂaévggztoxngpneseﬁt—a*Sﬁng]e,aSpegt—of*gOQdfiegchjng.
This :procedure is simidar to the way a series-of items on: an -achievement
test is selected to- sample knowledge in- a: ‘homogeneous ‘subject-matter area.
But it is critical to establish empirically that the items do- belong to-
‘gether, that the cluster is interna ly-consistent, because it is quite
Tikely- that some items that are :believed ‘to -go together in.the -conceptual
schemé—wiﬂaéhOtfhang:iqggthgr:émpjriCaajag We-do -not *krow- that much about
the dynamics -of teaching yet., .

Thi's 55:wbatfhggpenedfwhenawe—tiied:to:asses§:genfﬂe teacher control
(Soar, 1973 In--addition: to- the -verbal items.-described earliier, there

was .alsso- a smaller set of nonverbal items grouped with- the yeﬁbaaziiems

‘under the assumption that thgysbgthzfejJ:Oﬁa@,sjng]é,dﬁmehs{onaextendﬁng:
from -gentle to--harsh teacher control. However, factor analysis indicated
that ‘this assumption: was not so. The verbal -gentle -control items -did hang
together, but -most -of the nonverbal: gentle- control: items feld: into .a dif-
ferent subset which was fairly -consistent internalliy, but not closely re-
Tated to- the verbal scale. He -had -oversimplified the area.

Interestingly enough,. there wvas ‘some -crossover, Teacher smidding,
'whjch;we*ciassedéas,@anonvénbalgbehavgor,ébg]bngeq:in:the "verbal" com-
posite instead of the "nonverbal" one. ‘Probably the reason is. that people

smile as they talk, using their faces -as- an- additional source of stimulus
-or feedback. :Othef—nonvecbaiébehayﬁons,'snch»asr"IouchéS“ior'QGeStunesP
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Morsh and: Wilder, 1954; Rosenshine,

tended to occur more independently of verbal behavior. This made sense
after the fact, but these results were not anticipated., It is not at all
unusual for the facts to contradict our best theories in this way.

After we had discovered this clustering in the analysis of the data,
we remembered a teacher and an aide in a first-grade classroom. The teach-
er often smiled at pupils, praised them, and was very warm and suppor-
tive, but she never touched a child. Her aide, on the other hand, seldom
smiled or praised a child, but she rarely passed one without ruffling his
hair or giving him a pat. She almost never sat down without a child on
her lap and very often had one on each knee. We thought at the time that
it was a nice example of differentiated staffing! But we see it now as

an example of the behaviors fitting together the way the empirical analy-
Sis says they do.

The important point to learn from these examples is that if behav-
iors are put together that are not at least moderately intercorrelated,
whatever meaning they are supposed to have is-destroyed, and with it the
discriminating power of the measuring instrument. On our original scale,
this teacher and her aid, different though they were, would probably have
%had?SJmiaat:stoceszonvouf—composéie;éscoﬁes somewhere <in the middle. That

this kind:-of empirical: check s critical whenever items. are -combined: should

‘be-obvious from this -example,*

Inporting Past Research

1h;SPeciiangﬁcompgtengjes—andadevejijng;measuheé,for'themf11 ‘seems
important to pursue leads itgmapgst;ﬁeSeatch~oﬁ;téa¢hen—gfiegtiygnéss,?ngt
-only for the»obyibus:ngQSOn,thgt—thgcteséaﬁgh;may:suggestaQJEQnsjbhszéf
:behﬁyéorzwhfch;might,chénwisefbeznegjéctédggbyt,aisdbeCguse—i;;may—5ugé
gest specific items -of -behavior that reflect those dimensions, This. is
really an:-extension:-of theecoﬁcépjfof'"1mpont@t§bﬁﬁ20f:tegcher:eﬁiectﬁyeé
ness éséangh%fbﬁ;pn@gtam=vaﬂ§dglﬁonad§scuséedaegtlégr§-iisfgxténSiOnaibz
the injlﬁaﬂ%seleCtioneof—gompetenCJesqandépﬁogtam;déveiopment. 1t would:

zbewwasteﬁui%f@rgptogﬁamg'ngt:toamake'ihféikihdxof:usef0£;pnesentékhgw]égggf
-developed: in teacher eﬁﬁectﬁyenessgtesganch;iggawngéas:gSingfsughiknOwFé

-edge -as- it becomes. avaiilable from program validation studies.

A number -of reviews .of thiszlﬁigtaﬁune%hgve-beéh:@iied;eaﬁiienr

and Dunkin: and: Biddle, 1974, Joyce (& ) and: Kay :(1.975) ‘have also

zd53éus$ed,the*various5p655451e:COncepxuaafbaséS—ﬁédmawhiéh»Competéncy:i§3ts
‘may ‘be derived,

*There are two ways of conducting- such--an:empirical check. One is.
to—do,Qﬁ'ihtenngiacthistenCy;iiemwanaﬂySJS;of each--composite -and: "purify"
it by -eliminating nonconsistent items. “The-other -approach: is to factor
analyze the entire set of measures and: see whether the factor structure
that resulits corresponds to the a priori structure. -Both-methods ‘have

—qdyantagesfaﬁd—diiadyantages. ‘We would offer one suggestion: if you: use
factor analysis, view: the results with caution. The sample sizes -avail-

able in this kind of study are -usually smaller than the minimum recommended
by experts and numbers of influences can affect the results,

5. 'Rosenshine and:Furst, 1971, 1973;




Several concepts from our research seem to have implications for
competency specification. One such concept is the usefulness of distin-
guishing three areas within which the teacher exercises control that are
often confused (Soar and Soar, 1973): (1) control of the behavior of
pupils, (2) control of choice of subject matter, and (3) control of the
thinking processes which the pupils use. Our data indicate that when
these three types of control are distinguished, their effects on pupil
growth are found to differ. Some data (collected in grades three to six)
supnort the idea that the teacher's control of behavior may have quite
different consequences for pupil's than the teacher's control of thought
processes. A factor called Inmdirectness vs. Silence and Confusion ap-
peared to represent a "freeing" yet orderly style of teacher-pupil inter-
action, and showed a significant positive relationship with pupii gain in
creativity. Another factor, called Frzedom of Physical Movement, however,
showed a significant negative relationship with creativity gain (Soar,
1966, p. 178).

Subjectively, these differences in teacher control can be recognized
in occasional classrooms. In a second-grade classroom, there was close
control of both subject matter and pupil behavior (the teacher had taken.
-over an -unruly--class in. the-middle -of the year): There was I5ttle talking
‘between:-chiddren. and: pupil: movement -was brief and task=related, with teach=
er and -pupid talk so quiet it was -hard: to-:hear -half-way -across. the room,
-even:-during. recitation. Yet the teacher -did: not restrict thought processes;
rather; she supported-complex thinking by :pupiils. In:-reading:-groups,. -her
-questions -were divergent, -encouraging pupils. to: infer -meanings. and -motivess
in arithmetic,. she sought alternative ways.-0¥ -solving.:problems. .among: :pupil:
reports..of a field: trip, she valued a :poetic-description: as highly- as -a
reportorial one. The teacher .closely--controlled :pupid: behavior anc allowed:
no choice of subject matter, but worked -hard: at freeing:-pupil thinking.

In .a kindergarten -classroom & different .combination--of -controls -exdis-
ted. The teacher required: pupids to--choose an- activity from:the -many-ma=-
terials set out in:interest .centers and-refused:even: to: suggest alterna=
tives when asked. ‘When she was. asked:a:-question-which: was subject matter
related, she-was likely to answer with a question. Yet it was -clear that
there were- weldl-established: rules -of sbehavior such .as "No-running", "No
Toud taTking", "Hands to-yourself", and "Don"t interfere with-other -people®s
work." In:- this -classroom, choice -0f subject-matter -and thought ;processes
were free, -but behavior was controlded: '

Although these -distinctions -seem reasonable, once proposed, the data
indicate that -most teachers .do not make the distinctions as :they manage
behavior and teach.

A different concept is.an -empirically derived -distinction: between:
"structure" and "contrcl", two terms -which-may seem at first to be closely
related. In the sense dintended here, structure -represents the set -of stan-
dard -operating procedures which the teacher -and -pupils -understand in com=
mon, such as the sequence -of activities which is foldowed daidly:; and: the
limits of behavior which pupilis understand and accept. In contrast; -con-
trol is made -up-of the moment-to-moment, face-to-face interactions :between
teacher and -pupils. intended to modify the behavior of pupils. The data
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suggested that teachers who provide the least structure in their class-
rooms may feel the need for more controlling behaviors than ones who pro-
vide more structure (Soar and Soar, 1972).

This distinction was later observed clearly in a classroom that -was
part of a program in which classrooms were intended to be "open" and in
which the teacher seemed to feel obligated to give pupils greater freedom
than she was comfortable with; as a result, the activity and noise level
in the classroom continued to build. After a while, the noise reached a
threshold at which the teacher apparently could not bear it any longer and
she- stepped in firmly (not critically, but firmly), brought things to a
grinding halt, and reestablished quiet. As soon as she had done this, she
withdrew and, after a bit, the cycle repeated itself again and again. It
seems likely that the problem arose because the teacher, and perhaps the
program siie represented, did not recognize the need for more structure and
less control--more structure would decrease the need for such frequent
direct intervention by the teacher. Further, if the teacher had recognized
the distinctions among the three areas, it seems Tikely that she could have
structured limits for behavior while freeing choice of subject matter and
thought processes.

%he~datazindﬁCateqiihat'thisxajieéngtﬁpnzof,¢ib§e—ébgtt011and%{he
absence -of :control was ﬂékely:¢0*be:désttu@tﬁye—ﬁﬁzterms—Offpupiﬂiout;
‘comes. For pupils. to be in;aéSéttﬁng;in;whithfmgst:bf the time- it -was
@l pight tgxdg,gimOStfanyihjﬁgs,theﬁfng%gf'azggdaehfji—wagfnot ald -right,
-one 4nzwhigh:they:ﬁevergnéiELyéknewathChzsét:df;éufesfagplaédzor;wheh~the

:cutgssw0uiﬂ;ghangggﬁwaSeth supportive of Tearning.

A third: concept icomabaStzﬁeSéaﬁChfWDicbfmight:bé'conéidénégiisfthé
,concgptfof'“wa'tgtﬁmg"'nepo?@ed%bybewe—iaglaéé She -defines two kinds -of
r-waits for -a:pupil to

“wait-time": the length--of time- the te
) the Tength of time the

answer -a question-:before she intervenes. and: ¢ :
:tgaCher,waﬁis:afiet—aspupia?nesponée’or statement ‘before she reacts. There

seems 1o -be -a rather .clear thﬁeshﬁjdiineeaghzgaseeéﬁd%wéﬁidhgzihﬁ3smihiﬁumé
timégperiod:seémS—tOébevéss@éiatédiwﬁiheé*humbgrzof;desitabléechaﬂgeS—in
pupil activity. ?upjﬂsrﬁntenact—motgsrfheshgmbeﬁagﬁ inferences and:-con=
d: 1Qn@ﬂ%5tatéments:4ncﬁeasesj;§upjas—sugggSt ideas ‘with greater .apparent
cconfidence, the number of appropriate responses increases, -and: greater
numbers of -experimental: testsfof:hypothéséswane:ptoposédszcompaEediwiihz
classes where wait-time is ‘below the threshoid.

Fhese—@Eean1y:ar£ew:eX§mpJéS~of dﬁmehgjphs:oﬁ;pghgvior—suggeste¢
in the teacher -effectiveness Jéiétatuneewhich—@tezptobabkyfnotewjdeJy*
2khown,-but:whirh—shouigfbe~consjdened:ihzspeciiyingfcpmpeténcﬁes; They.

illustrate the value of importing knowledge from teacher effectiveness
research. into -program development.

Program VaTidation:

Ehng?eq for_Program Vaﬂéﬂatéqn

Ye are ald concerned by the fact that we are spending -so--many--mildzons
of doldars and so -much effort in-the -development and implementation of
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programs, with so little knowledge of what kinds of teacher behaviors really
are associated with increased growth of pupils. The possibility that all
this effort may be wasted is a real one. A critic of educational research
observed some years ago that virtually all the research on teacher effec-
tiveness could be summarized by one general conclusion--nothing makes any
difference. We are not as pessimistic as that, but must agree that we do
not know very much and that some portion of what we "know" may not be true.

There is no alternative to moving ahead with building today's. pro-
grams on the basis of what we know today. We cannot wait for the research-
ers to answer all the questions because they are not going to answer them
any time soon. Those of us who call ourselves "the researchers" are prob-
ably surer of this than anyone else, But ina situation in which we so
often find that the things we thought we knew are not true, there is a real
and present danger in building a complex program without beginning as soon
as possible to find out whether the behaviors we "know" will produce de-
sired changes in pupils will, in fact, do that. As hard as it has been in
the history of educational research to show that anything teachers-do makes
a difference for pupils, it seems critical to begin early in this whole se-
quence to- find -out whether what we are -going: to::considerable time, trouble,
-and--expense -to- train teachers to--do-makes a -difference to:-the :pupils these
teachers ultimately teach. The ppublic -and the Tegislators will: want -to-
know:-and- they ‘have a -right to know. They: are -going: to want -evidence that
what -our- teachers -do leads to-more -growth :by--pupils and: that we, in.our
jprograms, -can-:produce the -kinds -of teacher -behaviors -which- in- turn produce
-more -growth: in-:pupils.

Tt ds -critical to-:keep- the two steps of pprogram- evaluation and:-vali=
dation separate for the -reasons -enumerated:-earlsier in- this .paper; but both
steps -must be- accompléished;, -and: now.

It would: -be- reasonable to- ask, at this :point, "Why is it undesirable
to--use pupid ‘measures to--evaluate the teacher, ‘but -necessary to-use them
to validate teacher ‘behaviors?" The two-activities ‘have a -number -of :basic
-differences. In-program-validation, pupil gain-measures are not needed
for -every teacher in:-every program, Such :ieasures .are needed:only- for
samples large enough: to -enable us to 7earn and verify relationships between
teacher ‘behavior and pupil:-gain. The -considerable amounts :0of -error in:the
measurement process do--not spuriously dinjure -or benefit individual teachers;
they -only weaken the relationships found between-measurzs. -Greater time
and- resources may be -given to--colecting: measures ana analyzing relations
‘between- them in- program valsidation, which needc to:‘be done only-once, than
in--evaluating teachers which must :be ¢ciic uver and over again. These dif-
ferences make -program vaiidation by -pupii -outcomes feasible, even though
‘teacher -evaluation: by :pupil outcomes is -not.

Some Examples of Weakness of Current Theory

Although- program -development must -proceed -now; it seems important to:
recognize the weakness-of the theory on- which: it is based.

:Eethaps”the'{wo'innoygtﬁons,most—oiién:cuttento—adecated%aEe-be-
havior modification (or contingency management, or behavior analysis., -de=
pending:-on the label used), -on the -one hand, and the movement for -open
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classrooms on the other. Both claim support from theory and research.

But if each of these is taken as a complete educational program in itself,
(and that seems to be what is advocated) how could both be right when the
programs are as different in character as they are? Some disquieting
questions arise about how much help current knowledge is in formulating
effective programs and reinforce the need for program validation studies
whose outcomes can be fed back into program revision.

There is some research which relates to this question. We now have
four sets of data which raise questions about the usefulness to pupils of
extreme amounts of teacher control--either high (as in behavior modifica-
tion) or low (as in open classrooms). Figures 4, 5, and 6 present data
from different pupil groups and different observational measures. The be-
havior measures in all three have in common the fact that they represent
teacher control in some vay, primarily control of thought processes. Each
curve represents a nonlinear relation which may be described as an inverted
"U", since it indicates that, as teacher control increases from the mini-
mum, pupil growth increases for the outcome measure used, but only up to
a point. Beyond this point, increasing teacher control is associated with
decreaging pupil growth. That is, there appears to be an--optimal amount
-of -teacher control for -a:-given:--growth:measure, which is neither the most
nor :the- least control: in-most cases. :Parentheticald ., -not -only .achieve-
‘ment gain, ‘but alse self-concept andfSévetai:pensbhai;ly:mégéuﬁeSrShOWxthis
tendency.

Relationships such as these should be :considered in specifying -com
petencies.

Another ildustration of the weakness :0f current theory is the em-
phasis -given:-to igCﬁeaSﬁpg;{hezgognjlﬁyézigvef—gf:teagherzquestﬁgns@ Yet
Taba, Levine -and Elzey (1964) concluded that unless the teacher first
spent sufficient time with pupils at the Tower cognitive Tevels, the -pupils
were unable to sustain higher Tevel thinking. :Dunkin..and: Biddle (1974 p.
7243':pevjéw:afstudyfbyﬁRcﬁenswandéQavés—shoangJ"gasﬁgnj$JCaﬁt;negagﬁyé
T fatﬁpnfbetweehfhjghéﬁeﬂévé1kquestécnjng~andeﬁupji;pénfonmanceegﬁ:ggst
items of the analysis type.*" Three sets -of -our-data al'so indicate that
too-much-of the interaction in the classroom can be at too- high- a- cogni-
tive ievéﬂi%sogk,@hdéSQar, 1972, 1973).. Severa -dimensions -of classroom
jntgcgctjon:wete~SCbtediwhjchxteptesehted?{hé: requency- -with:- which rela-
tively abstract intetaCtibnzicbg;piagéébeiweénxteacherlqnd:pupjésasﬁbj%
Towing Bloom"s_Taxonomy.-0f the Cognitive Domain and .a ‘Deweyian:approach:
to- teaching, These measures tended: to-be negatively -associated with. gain:
in_both pupil .achievement and self-concept. 1In some cases, the -negative
relationships -held for the iqtaé;pupii—gtbup,;bgi; in--other -cases,. it
appeared to -be true for disadvgnta@édfpapja3fbut*ﬁgt for advantaged :pupi:ls.

This is not to—cgnciude'iha;,awteaChér*§houJH:ihtetact:gn1y at the
lower Tevels, but it does imply that it _ds possible for a teacher 0 in-
teract too-often at too high a Tevel. The need: for a "match" :between
where the pupil is and where the ‘teacher s seems -obvious, but how often
«do- theoreticians raise caution .about teachers. working at too high cogni-
tive levels?
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Figure 4,
Teacher Indirectness Related to Pupil Growth

‘Foxr 55 —C:l?assr:oromsf,, Gra@gs 3-6
(After Soar, 1968)

Simple
_~ ‘Concrete
:Growth

Pupid
Growth
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Abstract
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= ——— x =

‘Rupil Selected Teacher Directed
Activity Activity

Figure 5.
Relation Between A Teacher Practices Observation Record Control Factor
and+Pupil Growth for 20 Follow Through First Grades

(After Soar and Soar, 1972)
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Findings such as these raise questions about the soundness of the
theory on which recommendations for teacher behavior (and probably spe-
cification of competencies) are based and emphasize the usefulness of
importing findings from teacher effectiveness research. There seem to
be two aspects to the problem of defining a competency: what is the na-
ture .of the behavior and how much of it is desirable?

Another example of the inadequacy of current knowledge is our oc-
casional ignorance even about which variables we should study. We stum-
bled across one such variable by accident. We had set up an analysis
for looking at school year gain and wanted next to change the focus of
the analysis to look at pupi} gain the folTlowing summer. This change
would have been easy except that we found we were one variable short on
our data cards, so we put in what we thought was an extraneous variable
as a "placeholder"--one which represented the number of pupils on which
the mean for each classroom was based: You can guess what happened--it
turned out to be a moderately -powerful predictor of gain in that analy-
sis. After the fact, this made sense. The variable represented the
number of pupils who were present through three days of testing on three
different -occasions. The examiners had' gone ‘back for three -make=up-:pe=

riods. each time, but there -were stil a--number of -pupils we lost.

Our -guess. was. that if the ;pupil -came from a -home -n:--which:-school
was. valued, -he did: not -have any-choice; he was there. But if there- was.
not -much:-concern-.at home, he -was able to-drop-out as the ‘testing: went -on:
and:-consequently: he .dropped-out -of -our data set. So-probably this var-
iabTé:waS—anzunébtcusiygsmgasufe:Of:éttﬁlgdeetdwﬁéd?edUCatJOﬁzihgihéfhomg;
This interpretation is somewhat :uncertain::because attendance is often-as-
sumed: -to-represent the pupil*s attitude toward: teacher -and:--classroom:.

But analyses of the data suggested: that -pupil attendance as well: as “sur-

vival rate" related to- gain -over ‘the sumner -but not during: the -school year;

and: it seems Tikely that family influences are stronger during the summer
than- the school year, whereas,. if attendance had -reflected: :pupii: attitude
iowaﬁdithe:ciassﬁoom,:ii:wogIQﬁhavefbéenfJakg]yvtosShQWaqnﬁeﬁiect—dufing
the school year. )

In summary; these are-only a few -examples-of the -weakness of current
theory as a basis for specifying :competencies and: developing programs.
There is no question:of the need: to-proceed with program-development now,
but these -examples -emphasize the -need to use the empirical knowledge which

does -exist in:teacher effectiveness research: and to feed back -new -knowledge

into program modification as rapidly as possible.

nggffssues:jp;yagaqatﬁbn

Past research- in teacher effectiveness suggests a number -of issues
which may ‘be important in program -validation. There appear to -be two:
classes -of issues--one dealsing: with- the Timits for a given va dity re=
Tationship, or the terms under -which it is true; the other with: the statis~
tical analyses.

Valsidity Specifications. The -question is :not, "Is the teacher be-
havior valid?" The question is instead, "For what is it valid?" ‘For what
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kind of outcome, e.g., a complex one or a simple one? Unless the teacher
behavior patterns which facilitate growth toward both kinds of objectives
are the same, then the teacher must know how to produce both kinds of be-
havior and when. There is reason to suspect that one pattern involves

open, accepting, clarifying, reflective behaviors while the other is based
on more tightly structured, reinforcing behaviors. The behavior which is
“valid for" (related to) one extreme of this range of outcomes may not be
valid for the other extreme. Figures 4 and 5 illustrate this possibility.

We not only need to know what kind of objectives a teacher behavior
is valid for, but we also need to know the kinds of pupils for whom it is
valid. Current data indicate that this may be a critical question. The
social status of the pupil, for instance, sometimes makes a difference

in the kind of teacher behavior which is associated with most growth. for
him,

Figure 7 illustrates the relation found between pupil gain in read-
ing and teacher control by means of coercion and negative affect, plotted

Pupdl - B
Reading o B TG
Gadn :

e lligh SES

Low SES

Feacher Strong Control

. Figure 7
Teacher Strong Control in Relation to Pupil Gain
in Reading by Socio-Economic Status
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separately for groups of pupils of low and high socioeconomic status. For
high status pupils, the measures were essentially unrelated; but for low
status pupils, increases in negative teacher control were associated with
decreases in pupil growth in reading (from data reported in Soar and Soar,
1973). While not strong, the difference in relationship for the two groups
was statistically significant.

The fact that the greater decrease in gain occurred in the Tow social
status group was opposite to expectations, We had expected that lower
class pupils would have met negative affect more often, would have adapted
to it, and that it would have had less impact on them; but these conditions
were apparently not true, Instead, what may have happened was that the
middie or upper class child was more Tikely to have support from home which
compensated to a degree for an unfortunate classroom and which made him
Tess dependent on it, but that the growth of the lower class pupil was more
dependent on the nature of the classroom.

Parallel findings have been reporte? by Brophy and Evertson (1974),

In addition to the questions of valid for what and valid for whom,
we need to know, valid for how long? As we have indicated -earkier in re=
Tation to multiple learning objectives, it may be that effective teaching
for immediate Tearning may be different from effective teaching for long-
term objectives. -At any rate, it seems risky to -assume that -conclusions
can be generaldized from one to another without -empirical evidence that
the generaldzation is sound.

The problems cited so far represent a formidable challenge for pro=
gram validation, but there is still another consideration which needs to
be taken into account--the characteristics of the student teacher. We
need to know what ‘behaviors are a "best fit" foi what kind of teacher,
because probably not ald kinds -of behavior -can be used effectively by all
candidates in teacher -education.

This degree of complexity in the nature -of -effective teacher behavior
greatly increases the difficulty of validation; but if we fail to take it
into account we risk producing in program validation the same inconsistent
and often nonsignificant resulits which have been comion in teacher -effec-
tiveness research,

The Need for Complex Analysis, Perhaps-one of the reasons that re-
search on teacher effectiveness has not been more productive in the past
is that it has used an inappropriate model, The true nature of the re=
Talionship between teacher :behavior and pupil growth appears to be very
different from that implidcit in most -of the research which has ‘been car-
ried out. Most past research has sought a small number -of Targe effects
but it seems to us that an appropriate model would look for many- smald
effects which are probably -cumuiative., If our hypothesis about Targe
numbers of smaid effects is accepted, then the nature -of the research
changes considerably. We need to know many more things about the behavior
of a teacher and the characteristics of pupils in order to identify the
specific teacher behaviors which are effective for particular pupidls..
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Another defect in past research in teacher effectiveness has been
the use of analyses which examined only linear relationships and assumed
that more is always better. But a fairly common recent finding is that
relations between classroom behavior and pupil growth are often nonlinear
as illustrated in Figures 4, 5, and 6 and in similar findings reported by
others (Solomon, Bezdek and Rosenberg, 1963; Coats as cited by Flanders,
1970; Brophy and Evertson, 1974).

This finding of nonlinearity seems intuitively reasonable. What
does not seem reasonable is that we should have expected to find, with-
out 1imit, many kinds of teacher behavior that increase pupil growth as
they are increased. But whenever we calculate a linear correlation we
implicitly assume that this is so.

Another aspect of the relationship between teacher behavior and
pupil growth that is often ignored is the possibility that variables may :
interact in the statistical sense. The question in its simplest form is, :
"What is the simultaneous effect of two aspects of behavior? Is it djf- :
ferent from the effect of each considered alone?" Because classroom be-
haviors do not occur in isolation, but rather -occur in a context of other
‘behaviors, it seems intuitively sound: to-.assume that the -effect -of .one
‘may- be -moderated by the :presence or -absence -of -another.

‘An..example of -such afSIatdstjcaa%jntepgcti©n~o¢§utred%ﬁnzguﬁ:teSgaﬁgh
:whenzq'vafiaﬁte,zthe;p&gpontioﬁ»0£:Ciasstb@maacif ties in::which--the :prob-
Tem ‘had been chosen- by the teacher, was found ‘by: itself to- ‘be ‘unrelated: to-
-pupidl -gains -Another &aﬁiablészihe»0vengaﬂaqm0uﬁt:oﬁzgegiigtich; alis¢- showed:
no- Hinear relation with: pupii: g reci

‘gain, But when reciaation and: teacher Choice
-of :problem. were .examined: simu taneously, it was found: that -greater .achieve=
ment -gain- took ;place {n-those :classrooms where -one or the -other -of these
variables.occurred with-considerable frequency, but not both (See Figure 8},
l%—did;ﬁét'Seém—tggmgtteﬁ;whichzgnekfbut frequent occurrence -of -either one
-or the other was important. ioﬁathézbther:hand;,ii%bqth:occUﬁtediwiihacOne
siderable frequency; -or if -neither did, .pupils gained less. Similar -effects.

were found for -other -pasirs. of variables.

It may be possible that this interaction-can. be related to- the find-
ingsfofznoniﬁneaﬁiiy:ior'teachei:gohtt91; If an intermediate -amount of
teacher -control: 4s éSSosﬁatédzwiih;mgximumipupjé%gaén, then: this interme-
diate amountfgf:gontnotfCan*béﬁptodUQedfinavaiibus:wayS% -either by- an: 4n=
termediate amount -of one -dimension -of classroom--controlling :behavior -or
EbyzgvcombihatéonzOfEOne*kiﬁgiof%behavéorewhich—Eepéesgnts,éontr I and: an-
‘other kind:of -behavior which:-pprovides some freedom. Two- controldiing kinds
-of -behavior at high levels result iﬁ*t00>much»cohttQE;—nejlhgﬁEbeingapﬁese
ent results in too l§ttle control for pupil growth, just as in the in=
wverted "U's" deSCﬁibediianigurés'4;554-and56.

So far, the concept of statistical interaction -has been discussed
in reldtionship to- the simultaneous -effects of different -combinations -of
:ciagscggm%behgvigéchnfpupja%Jgannjngg Another example of the same con-
‘cept would -examine the interaction of entering pupid: characteristics and
,caasstoomzbéhaYJOribﬁtause:bOth—a;eztelaied:£o~0utcomes,-a§ ifustrated
in Figure 7. This is the Togic of the aptitude-treatment interaction
(ATL) studies. The extent iﬁ:whiéh'such:4ntecaciéonsfcah-bé,mgdefuse—of
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] ] Figure 8
The Relation of Two Classroom Behavdor Measures
with Pupil Gain in Arithmetic Concepts

in: teacher -education -or in -program-development -may:‘be 1imited; the task
-of teaching. is--complex enough: without them. But it does seem:important
to- take them into-account in the -process -of program validation: where they-
are -more--easily deailt with. '

There--are -a- number -of pupid characteristics which: seem: o -deter-
mine <in part which teaching behavior is most functional in- a given 4n-
stance. -or -example; -one of -our findings indicated that :pupids who were
‘high- in:-motivation--grew-more in -classrooms. in: which they were frequently-
allowed: to--carryout assigned-work at their seats .and then:were free to
.select other activities. when: the assignment -was finished whide for pupids
who--were dow- in-motivation:-growth--was greater in--classrooms where this
activity -occurred- infrequently.

Socioeconomic status has already been--cited as another -pupil -char=
acteristic which must be considered: 4n- identifying which teacher -behav=~
iors widdl -be most functional, as shown- in Figure 7.

These findings -of nonlinear -relationships and: interactions, which
seem ‘to--make theovetical sense, indicate the mneed for complex statistical
-analyses in--program validation because of their potential for dealing:
‘with: the reality of the phenomena. more -adequately: than the simple Finear
‘correlations -or t tests used in the past. As evidence of this, in two. sets
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analyses. i € 2--Re v
Computer Program Library {Dixon, 1974), which is available at most coms
puter centers.,

—eﬁﬁott,and;moneyfgqeg—iﬁtgwc
propriate form, the statistica

of our data the number of significant linear correlations was about one
and a half times the number expected by chance, but the number of signi-
ficant nonlinear relations and interactions was between three and four
times the expected number.

Past teacher effectiveness research, then, seems to have been ask-
ing questions that were too simple to represent the reality of the situ-
ation. At an intuitive level it is clear that the classroom is a highly
complex place and to try to understand it by asking simple questions is
probably not a productive way to go.

A Suggestion for Analysis. It is possible that some of our readers
may be deterred from using complex methods for analyzing the relations
between teacher behavior and pupil outcomes, including nonlinear relations
and interactions, because of the apparent difficulty of the data analysis,
even though they may find the rationale for doing so quite compelling.
There are recent developments in this area that simplify the task consid-
erably by making it possible to use multiple regression procedures to_
answer questions. which -used: to- be answered: by analysis of variance. This

approach: offers a degree -of convenience -and: flexibility which is .an: im-

portant practical advantage, as well as -offering some theoretical advan=

tages (Cohen, 1968; Kelly, Beggs and::McNej
lénger and: -Pedhazur, . A widely: avai

- 1969;. Walberg:;, 1971 Ker-
-, ailable program: suitable for such
s the Step-Wise Multiple Regression, BMDOZR, from the Biomedical

There are also -more -complex approaches, forms of multivariate anal-
ysis, which- may be-even -more informative., but they require -greater skidld:

and more degrees -of freedom to -exploit their power.

}n;ghauhdén{akéhgziakeepﬁqgéqm*¥aiédatjbh3 in-which--most :of the

cting the .data and reducing it to-an ap-
analyses -represent a smaldl portion--of the
total. To--settle for an.analysis which-does not fuldy exploit the data

would:--be- fool:i:sh:.economy. —GQmpﬂhxgphenomenaeneed>comiTéx-anaﬂysis if they

are to-be understood:

Concluding -Comments.

zweéhgve;paesénted;azsﬁmpi@;pgﬁadﬁgmawhich~sepacates,{he:gdugatﬁonai

process. into identifiable points for assessment: teacher training, teach-
er ‘behavior or .performance; pupil behavior, and pupil -outcomes. The para-
digm permits -specifying: the point at -which assessment may take :place and

identifies Tines of influence between these points. It -makes -clear, for
-example, -why- studies which- simply examine relations -between teacher train-
ingand: pupi:l -outcomes are not Yikely to be productive because there are
—togamgnyeunidentﬁﬁiedvsteps£€and—iooemanyaya?iaﬁtés33ihfbetweeﬁ; Tt in-
dicates that the major difference -between -PBTE and:-past :practice is that
it shifts -evaluation from the training. program: itself to the behavior -of
the teacher who is graduated from that :program. Teacher behavior :becomes
the output of the training program -and: the input into the real-
room, -Program evaluation, {hen,-examinés:the:Eefa;ﬁoh;betweehztnaﬁning:

fe class=
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and teacher behavior and program validation examines the relation between
teacher behavior and pupil behavior or pupil outcome.

Problems in using pupil outcomes as criteria for evaluating teachers
were presented and the conclusion was drawn that the problems are dis-
abling. Measures of even year-long growth of pupils are so unreliable that
data based on gains-of about 20 classes per teacher would be required to
evaluate teachers with the customary minimum standards of reliability.

In the interest of practicality, teaching periods of a few hours or
a few days are frequently used. But the problem of whether short-term
gain relates to long-term gain, the probability that short-term gain will
be measured at lower cognitive levels, and our lack of knowledge about
whether teacher behaviors which promote learning at Jow -cognitive levels
also promote learning at high cognitive levels all raise question about
these short-term approaches. There are the further difficulties that
the objectives of education are many and complex, so that repeated measures
for multiple outcomes would be required. Finally, and most importantly,
to evaluate the teacher -on- the growth-of the -pupils is to-base the fate
of ‘the teacher -on::the behavior -of -others -over which he neither ‘has effec-
tive -control nor, 4t -seems to-us, should:-have it. These are some -of the
‘reasons why--evaluating: teachers ‘by-measuring the gains-of their pupils.
is impractical -and:-probably immoral: as well, '

Rather,. the ‘better sprocedure for evaluating: teachers would: be the
measurement of teacher behavior, which is .under his control to:a-greater
-degree, although--even:this measurement is-:neither simple mor -easy. Some
of the ;problems of specifying .and-measuring.competencies may be -eased:,
‘however, by using:a hierarchical organization in:which specific :behav=
joral items and the need to-talk -about Targe numbers .of specific -compe=
tencies, dis bypassed for most purposes. -But when this procedure is fol=
Towed, it 4s -critical to-assure-empirically :hat the- items in-each -group
do; in- fact, belong together. ) '

HWhide -we recognize that :program development wili -need: to:-proceed on:
the basis of -current theory and knowledge, -even- though current :knowledge
is weak;. it is important 16:utééazé—thevnéseatchikn0w]eggefwhi¢hed6£S,'
exist, ‘Not-only does it show that some concepts -are weak and -others in
error, but it suggests additional: concepts and measures which-go: beyond
present theory and- should :be -considered: in the specification- of compe=
tencies.

But important as -program -development -and:-evaduation are, we -widil:
not dn-the Tong run know whether they--have advanced: education.-unt:
know:-whether they make -a: difference to-:pupidis--until we validate -our
programs. He need to:know: empirically that the ‘teacher behaviors which
programs. teach do, in- fact, -produce the desired outcomes for the pupils
taught. This is the step in the process which.-has most often :been: omitted:
But the -weakness of theory- and research- on -which programs are -now based,
coupled -with- the high cost -of mprogram deveiopment -and’ the increasing
‘concern -by ‘the publdc for accountabidéity in -education; leave no. alterna-
tive to-moving ahead without delay in this critical: area.
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The cost in time and money involved in the conduct of validation re-
search will be reduced materialiy if it is done in the context of an on-
gning program rather than separately from such a program. There is some
evidence that complex studies produce meaningful results when they bring
together information about pupil, school, and community, along with mul-
tiple low inference measures of teacher and pupil behavior, and multiple
outcome measures, but only when the data are analyzed by procedures which
can exploit their richness. While not simple or easy, such studies are
feasible with the present "state of the art." This will be a difficult
and expensive process, but minor compared to the difficulty and expense
of pragram development and operation which we take for granted.

While the assessment levels in the paradigm present fairly discrete
points for assessment, taken as a whole, the paradigm provides a dynamic
model in which training experiences or programs may be evaluated in terms
of teacher behaviors and pupil behaviors and outcomes may be used -1 val-
idate teacher vehaviors. The results of both processes can then be fed
back into program modification. This becomes a continuous process of
train, evaluate, validate, feedback, modify, train, etc. In-this sense,
-evaluation -and: validation: represent .a- smal investment whose potential:
Teturn .appears to--be great. This process, with its empirical feedback
100p§,;m§yébé~fhe*kgy:toa@xﬁeWsétgzih—eduéationgsonefiﬁfwhighfwefteaﬂiy
Ebeqin:to:know,wha§,aztg§¢hér,canado—tbzhé]p:pgpjé$ learn: and what -a-:pro=
gram-must -do to teach these skills to- teachers.
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ABOUT AACTE

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education is an
organization of more than 860 colleges and universities joined together
in a common interest: more effective ways of preparing educational
personnel for our changing society., It is national in scope, institutional
in structure, and voluntary. It has served teacher education for 55 years
in professional tasks which no single institution, agency, organization,
or enterprise can accomplish alone,

AACTE's members are located in every state of the nation and in
Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin islands. Collectively, they prepare
more than 90 percent of the teaching force that enters American schools
each year,

The Association maintains its headquarters in the Netional Center for
Higher Education, in Washington, D. C. -- the nation's capital, which
also in recent years has become an educational capital. This Tocation
enables -AACTE to work closely with-many professional -organizations and

government ageﬁéje§s¢0hcéiﬁédiwﬁlh:téaéhétS,ahdé{hejr;pngpatétﬁbh.

In:-AACTE -headquarters, & stable professional: staff is. in-continuous
interaction with-other -educators -and-with officials who influence -educa-
tion, ‘both in immediate -actions and: future thrusts. -Educators -have -come:
to rely upon the AACTE headquarters -office for information, ideas, and:
other assistance and, in turn, to share their aspirations .and: needs.
'Suéh:ﬁntergétﬁbh»gaQEtS»the“stgﬁf,and%ofiﬁcet5—15>éurrent:aﬁd;emgpgjﬁg
needs of society and-of -education and-makes AACTE the center for teacher
education. The professional staff is.regularly out in the field--nation-
—éizy:ahd:intetnatiééaﬂﬂ&féséﬁvingseducétbns—andfkeepiﬁgaébaeast'of:thé,
“real worldi" The ‘headquarters office staff impTlements. the :Association's
-objectives -and: programs, ‘keeping them -vital and: valid.

__Through: conferences; study comnittees, commissions, task forces,
publiications, and projects, AACTE conducts a program-relevant to the
current nzeds of thcsé:cgﬁgéeﬁedawrfh:bette?ebreﬁa&atﬁgnrprgg&qms for
educational -personnel. HMajor programmstic thrusts ar2 -carried out by
commissions -on iniethqtﬁoﬁajvedugatﬁbn;;myliﬁguﬂiuﬁaiiéduéatipﬁ;;@gdf

accreditation standards, Other activities include government reTations

-and: a:-consultative service in- teacher -education,
) A number of activities are carried-on collaboratively, These in-
clude -major fiscal support for and selection of higher education repre=
Sentatﬁyés—oh—the;Ngtﬁbnaizcogﬂciﬂ—f@r—AtCnéditatﬁbnan Teacher Education--
an- activity sanctﬁqned—by@the'Natibnaﬂ'GgmmiSsion:on:Accnediiéﬁgwaﬁdé&
joint enterprise of -higher -education institutions represented: by AACTE,
-organizations -of school board members, clacssroom teachers, state certifi-
cation--officers, and chief state school -officers.

P
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The Association headquarters provides secretariat services for two
organizations which help make teacher education more interdisciplinary
and comprehensive: the Associated Organizations of Teacher Education
and the Internaticnal Council on Education for Teaching. A major interest

in teacher education provides a common bond between AACTE and fraternal
organizations.

AACTE 1is deeply concerned with and involved in the major education
issues of the day. Combining the considerable resources. inherent in
the consortium--constituted through a national voluntary association--
with strengths of others creates a synergism of -exceptional productivity
and potentiality. Serving as the nerve center and spokesman for major
efforts to improve education personnel, the Association brings to its
task credibility, built-in cooperation and communications, contributions
in cash and kind, and diverse staff and membership capabilities.

AACTE -provides a capability for energetically, imaginatively, and
effectively moving the nation forward through better prepared educational
personnel. From its administration of the pioneering educational tele-

vision: program, "“Continental :Classroom;” to its involvement -of 20,000.

pract :neng,:éeseaﬁCbets,,angadggﬁSﬁbn;makeég,infdévetgpihgathefcgéteﬁt
Recommended Standards for Teacher Education., to-many: -other activities
AACTE ‘has. demonstrated: its organizational and: consortium: qua catio
and: experiences. in-conceptualizing; studying -and- experimenting:; -commu
<€ating, and: implementing.-diverse thrusts for carrying:-out socially and
educationally significant activities. With-the past .as :prologue, AACTE
is proud .of dts ‘history and confident of its future among: the "movers and:
-doers" seeking:-continuous -renewal: of -national aspirations and accomplésh=

ments through- education.
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ABOUT THE TEXAS TEACHER CENTER PROJECT

The AACTE Committee on Performance-Based Teacher Education serves
as the national component of the Texas Teacher Center Project. This
Project was initiated in July, 1970, through a grant to the Texas Educa-
tion Agency from the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development, USOE.
The Project was initially funded under the Trainers of Teacher Trainers
(TTT} Program and the national component was subcontracted by the Texas
Education Agency to AACTE.

One of the original thrusts of the Texas Teacher Center Project was
to conceptualize and field test performance-based teacher education pro-
grams in pilot situations and contribute to a statewide effort to move
teacher certification to a performance base. By the inclusion of the
national component in the Project, the Texas Project made it possible for
all efforts in the nation related to performance-based teacher -education
te gain national visibility. More important, it gave to the natjon a
:centna]—igpum%whgre=cpnt%nuou§;§tgdy,and%furihgr,¢1aiifétatibn:6f—the
performance-based -movement might take place.

. While the Texas Teacher Center Project is of particular interest to-
AACTE"s Performance-Based: Teacher Education: Committee, the services of
the Committee are availa e, within: its resources, to ald states, colleges

gndiuﬁiy@g@ﬁijgsgfandfghbgﬁS:cghgeénédéwithfihg—iﬁﬁcbvemehtagfzpﬁepapatﬁbn;
-programs for school: .personnel:
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AACTE ORDER FORM FOR OTHER RECENT AACTE PUBLICATIONS

Number Number
- of of
Copies Copies
YEARBOOKS - Annual Meeting Sessions THE CHARLES W. HUNT LECTURES
Strengthening the Education of Teachers Strengthening the Education of
1975 Kavailable after June 1975) Teachers - C. E. Gross 19756  $1.50
Ferment and Momentum in Teacher Education Ferment and Momentum in Teacher
1974 105 pages  $4.00 Education - Margaret Lindsey
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Purchase -Order Number;;ﬁ
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Ask for -our -complete Tist of AACTE publications on teacher education.

Send-orders :to: -Order Department, American-Association-of -Coldeges for
Teacher -Education, Suite #610, One Dupont Circle,
-‘Hashington, D.C. 20036
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AACTE SPECIAL SERIES ON-PBTE

Number of  PBTE
Copies  Monograph

Series
#1 “Performance-Based Teacher Education: What Is the State of the Art?" by
Stanley Elam @ $2.00
#2 “The Individualized, Competency-Based System of Teacher Education at Weber
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#7 "Performance-Based Teacher Education: An Annotated Bibliography" by AACTE
and ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education @ $3.00
#8 “Performance-Based Teacher Education Programs: A Comparative Description"
by Iris Elfenbein @ $3.00
#9 “Competency-Based Education: The State of the Scene" -by Allen A. Schmieder
(jointly with ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education) @ $3.00
#10 “A Humanistic Approach -to-Performance-Based Teacher Education" :by-Paul Nash
@ $2.00
R #11 “performance-Based Teacher Education-and -the Subject Matter :Fields" -by
= Michael F.. Shugrye-@ $2.00
L #12 "Performance-Based Teacher Education: Some= Measurement -and Decision=Making
- Considerations" by-Jack-C. ‘Merwin @ $2.00
#13 "Issues in Governance for Performance<Based Teacher -Education" by-Michael W.
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#14 “performance-Based Teacher Education-Design-Alternatives: The- -Concept -of
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be added -to b111ed orders. -Payment must-accompany-all- other-orders. There
are no=minimum=orders.
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Payment -enclosed Amount

Purchase Order No.
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ADDRESS ___ZIP CODE
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One-Dupont -Circle, Washington, D.C. 20036 LA
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